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IN THE UNITED STA TES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 




in re the Application of: 



Confirmation No.: 6485 



Qirtiraz SIDDIQUI 



Art Unit: 2617 



Application No.: 10/788,614 



Examiner: Kwasi Karikari 



Filed: February 27 ? 2004 



Attorney Dkt. No.: 



For: USAGE OF CELLULAR PHONES TO ANNOUNCE/NOTIFY TIMINGS OF MUSLIM 
PRAYERS 



In accordance with the Pre- Appeal Brief Conference Pilot Program guidelines set forth in 
the July 12, 2005 Official Gazette Notice, Applicant hereby submits this Pre- Appeal Brief 
Request for Review of the Final rejections of claims 12-26 in the above identified application. 
Claims 12-26 were finally rejected in the Office Action dated April 6, 2009. Applicant hereby 
appeals these rejections and submit this Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review in view of clear 
errors presented in these rejections. 

Claims 12-26 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Rankin 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,879,838) in view of Hasebe et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,946,991). The 
Office Action took the position that all of the claimed subject matter recited in claims 12-26 is 
disclosed or suggested by Rankin and/or Hasebe. Specifically, the Office Action alleged that 
Rankin discloses a Cell ID as a parameter in the translation table which identifies the Cell ID as 
an estimated location parameter of the mobile station based on a coverage area of the base 
station, and where the translation table is used to match a corresponding prayer time to the Cell 
ID by matching the coverage area of the base station with at least one of the time of year and the 
time of day which are also parameters in at least one of the translation table and a lookup table. 
Applicant disagrees and submits that Rankin fails to disclose the above-noted features of the 
claims and Hasebe further fails to cure those deficiencies of Rankin. This rejection contains 
clear error for failing to disclose or suggest all of the features recited in the pending claims. 

Applicant submits that Rankin does not teach or suggest "where the estimated location of 
the mobile device used to determine the at least one prayer time is based on the coverage area of 
the at least one base station and a current cell identification (Cell ID) parameter assigned to the 
mobile device" and "wherein said Cell ID is a parameter in the translation table which identifies 
the Cell ID as an estimated location parameter of the mobile station based on the coverage area 
of the base station, and where the translation table is used to match a corresponding prayer time 
to the Cell ID by matching the coverage area of the base station with at least one of the time of 
year and the time of day which are also parameters in at least one of the translation table and a 
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look-up table", as recited, in part, in independent claim 12 and similarly in independent claim 22 
and 25. 

As noted above in the claim recitations of claim 12 7 a Cell ID parameter is used as a 
parameter that represents an estimated location of the mobile station and as a physical parameter 
in translation table. A Cell ID is well known to those having ordinary skill in the art as a unique 
number assigned to represent an individual cell (i.e., a cell of a GSM cellular network), which 
may also be assigned to a given operator. 

In operation, a mobile station connected to a cell would know or at least have access to its 
respective Cell ID number, which, in turn, provides the mobile station with the knowledge of its 
corresponding base station and ceii location. By knowing which cell the mobile station is 
operating under, the mobile station can be identified as being located within an estimated 
location of the cell's active coverage area. Simply knowing which Cell ID parameter is assigned 
to the mobile station and that the mobile station is actively communicating with the cell, the 
mobile station's position can be estimated as being somewhere in the vicinity of the cell's 
coverage area. A cell may generally be anywhere between several hundreds meters and several 
kilometers, thus putting the mobile station's estimated location as being anywhere within the 
cell's physical limits. 

As noted above in the claim recitations of claim 12, the Cell ID is a parameter in a table 
and is identified as an estimated location of the mobile station. Claim 12 further identifies that 
the location of the mobile station is based on the coverage area of the base station. Using a Cell 
ID-based location scheme to identify the location of the mobile station is not disclosed in 
Rankin. The entire contents of Rankin's disclosure are directed to using GPS or time of arrival- 
based location algorithms. In fact, GPS provides a more detailed and precise estimate of the 
location of a mobile station than a Cell ID based location scheme. The important distinction is 
that GPS and Cell ID-based mobile station location schemes are not the same. GPS estimates 
coordinates of the mobile station itself, whereas the Cell ID-based location scheme simply refers 
to a Cell ID assigned to the mobile station. 

Referring to the Office Action, page 4, lines 10-12 alleged that Rankin discloses 
"where the estimated location of the mobile device used to determine the at least one prayer time 
is based on the coverage area of the at least one base station and a current cell identification (Cell 
ID) parameter assigned to the mobile device", as recited in claim 12 and similarly in independent 
claims 22 and 25, and relied on columns 3-6 of Rankin for support. Applicant strongly disagrees 
and submits that the following detailed analysis of columns 3-6 of Rankin will demonstrate the 
lack of support for the above-noted feature of claim 1 2. 

Referring to column 3, lines 33-48 of Rankin, a time difference of arrival (TDOA) 
algorithm is used to determine the location of the mobile communications device 100 (see 
column 3, lines 35-40 of Rankin). TDOA implements a triangulation algorithm that is based on 
power signals measured between at least two base stations and the communications device 100. 
The estimated power signals are normalized based on the at least two base stations to provide an 
estimated location of the communications device 100. Rankin then proceeds to describe the 
advent of a self-equipped GPS location estimation technique (see column 3, lines 40-45 of 
Rankin) used to estimate the location of the mobile communications device 100. Clearly, neither 
of these techniques use the Cell ID parameter of the mobile communications device, and, 
certainly, not the Cell ID parameter itself to demonstrate a location estimate of the mobile 
communications devices. 
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Referring to column 4, line 12 through column 5, line 12 of Rankin (an entire page of 
Rankin's disclosure), GPS and TDOA are again described as tools used to locate the position of 
the mobile communications device 100. An example is given which describes the precision of 
location as being 47- 10 meters. Contrary to this measuring technique of Rankin, claim ' 12 
recites "determining an estimated location of the mobile device, within a precision of a coverage 
area of at least one base station by employing a location technology algoridim." A base station 
in its smallest form goes beyond 10 meters worth of coverage, and, thus, the GPS location 
estimate of Rankin is far more precise than the simple precision of a coverage area of at least one 
base station, as recited in the pending claims. 

Further regarding column 4 of Rankin, once a location estimate has been obtained, a 
location resource server 103 provides an electronic map of location-based information services to 
the device 100. The server 103 maps locations (based on geographical estimates from GPS or 
TDOA) to services near the locations (see column 4, lines 45-49). There is no reference in 
Rankin of mapping of cell IDs to any location services. 

Referring to column 5 of Rankin, examples are disclosed which include providing 
information to the users based on the time of day, user preferences, and which also include using 
maps having nearby service information. Column 6 of Rankin provides more detailed examples 
of the types of maps sent to the user communications device 100. For example, maps may 
include local bus timetables, airport boarding information etc. (see column 6, lines 40-47 of 
Rankin). As noted above, none of the location-specific information provided to the mobile 
communications device 100 is based on a Cell ID of the cell of the communications device. If 
Rankin were to rely solely on a Cell ID location algorithm the precision required by Rankin 
would not be met and the location services map would fail for being to vast and inaccurate. 

The Office Action's allegation that Rankin discloses "where the estimated location of the 
mobile device used to determine the at least one prayer time is based on the coverage area of the 
at least one base station and a current cell identification (Cell ID) parameter assigned to the 
mobile device", as recited in claim 12 and similarly in independent claims 22 and 25 is without 
merit because Rankin does not disclose a Cell ID based location scheme. Rankin is using GPS 
and TDOA to determine as precise a location as possible for 'the mobile communications device 
100 so that user.preferences and nearby services can be matched and accurately forwarded to the 
mobile communications device 100. The present application instead simply discloses a cell ID 
as an estimate to provide a prayer time based on a larger less precise region. The Azaan 
neighborhood used in muslim prayers does not require as much precision as a local service store 
(i.e., a restaurant (see column 7, line 1 of Rankin)). 

The Office Action further alleged that the "Cell ID is a parameter in die translation table 
which identifies the Cell ID as an estimated location parameter of the mobile station based on the 
coverage area of the mobile station." Applicant submit that Rankin does not disclose a Cell 
ID anywhere in its d isclosure . The fact that the claims recite "said Cell ID is a parameter in the 
translation table... '\ and Rankin does not disclose a "Cell ID", serves as evidence that Rankin 
does not disclose the alleged features of the claims. Aside from the lack of an express teaching 
of a Cell 1D ; Rankin also does not even hint or suggest that a Cell ID-based location scheme 
would be appropriate because the precision required for the GPS and TDOA location schemes 
disclosed in Rankin would require even more accuracy to provide exact locations of services, 
such as, restaurants and bus stops. 
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Jn support of the allegation that Rankin discloses ''wherein said Cell LD is a parameter in 
the translation table which identifies the Cell ID as an estimated location parameter of the mobile 
station based on the coverage area of the base station, and where the translation table is used to 
match a corresponding prayer time to the Cell ID by matching the coverage area of the base 
station with at least one of the time of year and the time of day which are also parameters in at 
least one of the translation table and a look-up table", as recited in independent claim 12, 22 and 
25, the Office Action relied on column 4, lines 12-34 of Rankin, Applicant submits that column 
4 of Rankin is silent regarding these features of the pending claims. 

As noted above, column 4 of Rankin discloses that GPS and TDOA are tools used to 
locate the position of the mobile communications device 100. An example is given which 
describes the precision of location as being +/- 10 meters. Further regarding column 4 of 
Rankin, once a location estimate has been obtained, a location resource server 103 provides an 
electronic map of location based information services to the device 100. The server 103 maps 
locations (based on geographical estimates from GPS or TDOA) to services near the locations 
(see column 4, lines 45-49). There is no reference in Rankin of any mapping of Cell IDs to any 
location services. 

In addition to the above-noted deficiencies of Rankin, Hasebe does not cure those 
deficiencies with respect to any of claims 12-26. Hasebe discloses a device that helps determine 
when to pray and what direction to face when praying (see FIG. 3 of Hasebe). Hasebe discloses 
a religious service time table that uses location information via GPS and position information via 
a compass (see column 1, lines 44-46 of Hasebe). Column 3, line 33 and lines 55-60 of Hasebe 
make it clear that Hasebe is limited to GPS to determine when and what direction to use when 
praying. Hasebe does not rely on any cellular-related features, such as, a cell ID to estimate a 
location of a mobile station, and, to implement a cellular parameter in a translation table for 
determining a prayer time. Similarly to Rankin, Hasebe is silent regarding the use of a cell ID 
parameter. , 

Therefore, neither Rankin nor Hasebe discloses "wherein said- Cell ID is a parameter in 
the translation table which identifies the Cell ID as an estimated location parameter of the mobile 
station based on the coverage area of the base station, and where the translation table is used to 
match a corresponding prayer time to the Cell ID by matching the coverage area of the base 
station with at least one of the time of year and the time of day which are also parameters in at 
least one of the translation table and a look-up table", as recited in independent claim 12, 22 and 
25. 

Therefore, Applicant submits that the subject matter recited in independent claims 12, 22 
and 25, and by virtue of dependency, those claims dependent thereon, clearly recite subject 
matter that is not taught by Rankin or Hasebe. A prima facie case of obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) has not been established, and, thus, the rejection must be withdrawn for including 
clear errors. Applicant strongly urges that each of the pending claims 12-26 are condition for 
allowance. 

For at least the reasons discussed above, Applicant asserts that the cited reference fails to 
disclose or suggest all of the elements of the claimed invention. These distinctions are more than 
sufficient to render the claimed invention unanticipated and unobvious. It is therefore earnestly 
solicited that all of the rejections be withdrawn in view of the clear errors, and that claims 12-26 
be allowed and this application passed to issue. 
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Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections, in view of the clear errors in the Office 
Action, is respectfully requested. In the event this paper is not being timely filed, the applicant 
respectfully petitions for an appropriate extension of time. 
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RECEIVED 

CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

JUN 1 5 2009 

PTO/SB/33 (08-08) 
Approved for use through 09730/2008. OMB 005 1 -003 1 
United States Patent & Trademark Office; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons arc required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number 

PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW Docket Number (Optional) 



DOC Code: AP.PRE.RE0 



1 hereby certify that this correspondence is being 
deposited with the United States Postal Service with 
sufficient posLage as first class mail in an envelope 
addressed to "Mail Stop AF 5 Commissioner of Patents, 
P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450" [37 CFR 
1.8(a)] 



on 



Signature 



Typed or printed 
Name 



Application Number: 
10/788,614 

Filed: February 27, 2004 



First Named Inventor: 
Qirfiraz SIDDIQUI 



Art Unit: 2193 
Examiner: Kwasi Karikari 



Applicant requests review of the final rejection in the above- identified application. No amendments are 
being filed with this request. 

This request is being filed with a Notice of Appeal. 

The review is requested for the neason(s) stated on the attached sheet(s)., 
Note: No more than five (5) pages may be provided. 



J am the 

n Applicant/Inventor. 

I I assignee of record of the entire interest. 

See 37 CFR 3.71. Statement under 
37 CFR 3.73(b) is enclosed (Form PTO/SB/96) 

£><] Attorney or agent of record. 
Registration No. 58.823 

I I Attorney or agent acting under 37 CFR 1 .34. 

Registration Number if acting under 37 CFR 1.34 . 



Signature 



Kamran Emdadi 



Typed or printed name 
571-437-7660 



Telephone number 



June 15, 2009 



Date 



NOTE: Signatures of all of the inventors or assignees of record of the entire interest or their representative(s) are 
required. Submit multiple forms if more than one signature is required* see below*. 

^ *Total of J_forms are submitted. 



This collection of information is required by 35 U.S.C. 132. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and 
by the USPTO to process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR LI I. 1.14 and 41 .6. This collection is estimated to 
rake 12 minutes to complete, including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending 
upon the individual case. Any comments on the amount of time you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be 
sent, toihe Chief Information Officer. U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, U.S. Department of Commerce. P.O. Box 1450. Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Mail Stop AF, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 14*0, 
Alexandria, VA 223I3-U5U. 

If you need assistance in completing the form, call 1-S00-PTO-9199 and select option 2. 
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